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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 2-4,8,14 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. Claim 15 recites "computer program comprising program 
code means..". The office considers this non-statutory subject matter because it does 
not fit within the recognized categories of statutory subject matter (See MPEP §21 06 - 
§2106.02). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/597,1 79 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2615 

skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. Claim 16 recites " computer program product". 
The specification only briefly mentions "product" but fails to adequate disclose what is 
meant by product. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl<ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1,11,12,15,16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Menkhoff (US 5,714,918) in view of Saito et al. (US 5,200,709). 

Regarding claim 1, Menkhoff discloses a sound reproduction system (Figure 6) 
comprising a digital audio signal input (data input E, Figure 6; column 5, lines 26-32), a 
digital audio signal processor ( digital signal processor is comprised of hpl ,tp1 , 
hp2,tp2,mh1 ,mt1 , mh2,mt2 Figure 6) and a digital audio signal output (output from 
adder adi , Figure 6) wherein the digital signal processor comprises a high pass filter 
(hpl , Figure 6; column, lines 25-37) with a high pass frequency , an amplifier (mhl , 
Figure 6) for a signal filtered by the HP filter, and a low pass filter (tp2. Figure 6; column, 
lines 25-37) with a low pass frequency (for filtering the signal after amplification by the 
amplifier (mhl , Figure 6) and for providing an output signal, and the digital processor 
comprises an establisher for establishing the high pass frequency or the low pass 
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frequency (Menkhoff discloses tliat tine frequencies of tine liigli and low pass filters can 
be arbitrarily preset ; column 3, lines 54-59; establisher is implicit). 

Menkhoff discloses that the frequencies of the high and low pass filters can be 
arbitrarily preset (column 3, lines 54-59). Menkhoff fails to teach of a matcher for 
matching the high pass frequency and low pass frequency of the high pass filter and low 
pass filter respectively to each other. 

The concept of frequency matching is well known in the art as taught by Saito. Saito 
discloses frequency matching (abstract; column 7,lines 35-39) . It would have been 
obvious to modify Menkhoff to match the frequencies of the high and low pass filters for 
the benefit of maintaining a flat frequency response at the output and so that there will 
be less distortion. 

Regarding claim 6, Menkhoff as modified discloses establishing a cut-off 
frequency for the low pass filter and matching the frequencies of the high pass filter to 
the low pass filter. Menkhoff as modified fails to disclose that the cut-off frequency of 
the low pass filter is fs/2 where fs is the sample frequency. The examiner asserts that 
this is a matter of design choice. It would have been obvious to modify Menkhoff as 
modified so that the cut-off frequency of the low pass filter is fs/2, where fs is the sample 
frequency for the benefit of obtaining a desired frequency response. 

Regarding claim 7, Menkhoff as modified disclose a high pass filter with a 
variable cut-off frequency (Menkhoff , column 3, lines 60-61). 
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Claims 11 and 12 recite features recited and addressed in claim 1. All elements 
of claims 1 1 and 12 are comprehended by Menkhoff and Saito as applied above to the 
rejection of claim 1 . 

Regarding claims 15 and 16, the method in claim 11 is comprehended by 
Menkhoff and Saito as applied above to the rejection of claim 1 . Computer programs 
that implement or execute a process are well known in the art. It would have been 
obvious to have the method of claim 1 1 executed by a program on a medium so that 

5. Claims 9 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Menkhoff (US 5,714,918) in view of Saito et al. (US 5,200,709) in view of Takagi et al. 
(US 5,018,205) . 

Regarding claims 9 and 13, Menkhoff as modified discloses a cut-off frequency 
for the high pass filter. Menkhoff fails to disclose wherein the HP cut-off frequency lies 
between 300 Hz and 2 kHz. Takagi discloses wherein the HP cut-off frequency lies 
between 300Hz and 2 kHz (column 8, lines 63-66). It would have been obvious to 
modify Menkhoff so that the cut-off frequency for the high pass filter lies between 300 
Hz and 2kHz for the benefit of obtaining a desired frequency response. 

6. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Menkhoff (US 5,714,918) in view of Saito et al. (US 5,200,709) in view of Lin (US 

4,706,290) . 
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Regarding claim 5, Menl^hoff as modified disclose a cut-off frequency for the low 
pass filter. Menkhoff fails to disclose wherein the LP cut-off frequency lies above 2 kHz 
and fs/2, where fs is the sample frequency. Lin discloses wherein the LP cut-off 
frequency lies above 2 kHz and fs/2, where fs is the sample frequency (column 5, lines 
40-45). It would have been obvious to modify Menkhoff so that the cut-off frequency for 
the low pass filter lies above 2 kHz and fs/2, where fs is the sample frequency for the 
benefit of obtaining a desired frequency response. 

7. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Menkhoff 
(US 5,714,918) in view of Saito et al. (US 5,200,709) in view of Lechner (US 
2006/0153403). 

Regarding claim 14, Menkhoff as modified discloses a cut-off frequency for the 
high pass filter. Menkhoff as modified fails to disclose that the cut-off frequency of the 
high pass filter is established in dependence on the average amplification in the 
amplification stage. Lechner discloses that the cut-off frequency of the high pass filter is 
established in dependence on the average amplification in the amplification stage 
0022). It would have been obvious to modify Menkhoff as modified so that the cut-off 
frequency is establish in dependence on the average amplification for the benefit of 
achieving a desired frequency response. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning tliis communication or earlier communications from tine 
examiner should be directed to DEVONA E. FAULK whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-751 5. The examiner can normally be reached on 8 am - 5 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vivian Chin can be reached on 571-272-7848. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Devona E. Faull</ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2615 



